The artificial disaster -the violent destruction of the body of architecture by an intentional and planned act -affects architecture in its physical presence as well as in its strategic and symbolic role. Yet, the symbolic role of architecture is not erased by the disaster, but reconfirmed and emphasized by negation. At work on the physical body and on the symbolic nature of architecture, the artificial disaster affects also architecture's exterior relations -of inhabitation and use, of history and signification. At the same time, the artificial disaster challenges also the nature of architecture as a discipline, questioning not only its role in the specific circumstances -what is architecture to do? -but also its The architecture of the disaster is the work of the disaster on the architectural body; it is the use by the disaster of the symbolic of architecture; it is also the appropriation by disaster of architecture as its representation. The architecture of the disaster then is not only the representation of the disaster or the reaction to it. The architecture of the disaster is the impossibility for the architectural project to remain unchanged by the disaster. It is at the same time the impossibility to respond by reaction, and the need to respond by redefining itself, its role, its rules and its representations.
If this idea is transposed to architecture, a possible redefinition of the project emerges.
The architecture of the disaster is the work of the disaster on the architectural body; it is the use by the disaster of the symbolic of architecture; it is also the appropriation by disaster of architecture as its representation. The architecture of the disaster then is not only the representation of the disaster or the reaction to it. The architecture of the disaster is the impossibility for the architectural project to remain unchanged by the disaster. It is at the same time the impossibility to respond by reaction, and the need to respond by redefining itself, its role, its rules and its representations.
The planning of the disaster
The act of war, the terrorist attack and the systematic razing that affect architecture, act on it from the outside, according to logics that are 'other' to architecture. Beyond the physical effects of destruction of the building as shelter and container, what is affected of architecture is its twofold non-built dimension. On one hand the artificial disaster attacks what architecture represents and stands for -social and political systems, religious values, economic systems, financial assets, etc. Architecture's symbolic dimension, that is, has to be recognized in order to be targeted, and the physical attack on architecture confirms and indeed reinforces its symbolic dimension. On the other hand the artificial disaster indirectly affects architecture as a discipline and a language, beyond the immediate demolition, obliteration, and erasure of its physical body. The artificial disaster belongs to an unknown project that architecture cannot incorporate. This disaster is the impossible other of architecture, an incompatible event that architecture cannot include, and to which it can only react with its own tools -mapping, drawing, project (and this includes the possibility of silence).
The man-devised and produced disaster brings onto architecture the destructive suddenness of forces that operate against it with an intensity and a speed that are different from those of architecture. The artificial disaster can be read as 'an other' project, whose finality is different from that of architecture: although it acts in space and on space, its finality is not form. The artificial disaster reveals in an extreme way the exposure of architecture to other forces that affect the environment and that, like architecture, determine the making of space. The violent orchestrated event in space is a sudden and disruptive actualization of other forces (social, political, economical) that contribute to the shaping of the environment.
The purpose of the artificial disaster is not architectural. Its finality is not the destruction of architecture. More than a collateral damage, architecture becomes its medium. Here resides the crucial difference between the project of architecture and the project of the disaster: physical buildings, their forms and their significations are affected by both projects, but the purposes are different. The artificial disaster is not a project of making or altering space for its inhabitation (both physical and symbolical); it produces formal effects, but its concerns are not formal or aesthetic. The planned attack of architecture does not express an aesthetic judgment on architecture; its judgment is political and ideological. Architecture is attacked for what it stands for, and not for what it is. The artificial disaster, that is, uses architecture as a physical implement, a symbolic device, and a medium of representation. Using architecture instrumentally, the dramatic destructive event exposes and confirms the openness of architecture as a 'weak' discipline that participates and operates in a reality that remains informed and largely defined by the non architectural.
As examples of artificial disasters, I consider here acts of war -be they called war, humanitarian intervention, intelligent bombing, act of terrorism, or State coercive diplomacy, which invest architecture as symbolic or opportunity target with a 'design' that is external to it.
Like architecture, the disastrous event produced by war or terrorism is carefully planned in space and in time -choreographed. In architecture, design and planning are concerned with space definition and form making. Architecture and the city develop and are implemented slowly, with the slow pace of construction. The destruction inflicted by the disaster has to do instead with the undoing of the form of planned structures and ordersbe they societal, urban, economic or national. Acting on architecture, the destructive event exposes the embedded weaknesses of its built system, while at once suddenly introducing a different way of reading space.
Beyond the effects of the disaster on architecture as a sudden undoing of its form, the question remains of architecture's response to it, that is, how the discipline of architecture is changed by the planned destructive event. Here I look at some architectural projects which work with the energy released by the planned disastrous event, addressing and exploring its effects not on the immediacy of the singular building or environment, but on the practice of architecture at large. Architecture's artificial disaster is not intended here as the accidental collapse or the staged demolition of a structure, which are both intrinsically part of the architectural project -either as its failure or as its extension.
Exterior to architecture, the intentionality of the artificial disaster resides outside architecture. While the planned physical aggression on architecture has no formal concerns, it employs the forms of architecture, using architecture as a representation of its project. Architecture becomes a graphic representation of the artificial disaster, the body inscribed by a project that is other from itself, and what is opened up and challenged is the representation of architecture. The artificial disaster challenges both the role of representation in architecture (how architecture is represented, and the relationship between architectural representation and the architectural project) and representation by architecture (how architecture is appropriated as representation by a project other than itself). The aggression of the artificial disaster is thus perpetrated not only on the body of architecture, but also on its disciplinary corpus. A dilemma opens up here for architecture, as to the necessity of redefining its role in relation to the project of the disaster. The following architectural responses to the project of the artificial disaster are attempts to re-appropriate architecture and its strategies, producing a distance from the disaster that enables the redefinition of the architectural project. Among these strategies is also the silence of architecture, or silence as a project. The photo reportage is accompanied by the mapping of the damages. Detailed, annotated with accuracy, the maps are even more powerful than the photographs, and enter both public buildings and private lives with the precision of a surgical knife. Like the archive that they accompany, these maps are unfinished, in the making as the buildings are undone. And while the physical built city will heal most of its wounds, bear the scars but The maps represent the synthetic moment of this process. While photos can be added to photos, and words to the list of damages, the map remains subject to constant reworking, and its internal relationships are constantly renegotiated. The map represents at once the pre-existing context and the formal effect of the damage; it also documents the production of the photographic documentation. Open and instrumental, it operates at the immediate level of historical documentation, and it also offers basic information for reconstruction projects. At the same time this mapping establishes a new way to document (but also to draw, make, legislate) the making of urban space. The map is also the site for the representation of the work of the disaster, as it records monuments and elements of the city that now emerge for their damages rather than for their historical or architectural relevance. Here the disaster produces, and the map records, a different logic that establishes new categories, blind to aesthetic and stylistic criteria and also to the utilitarian and infrastructural reasons of architecture. The 'mapping of the disaster'
The mapping of the disaster (Urbicide)
establishes new relationships and new proximities in the urban space. The combination of the survey at the scale of the city with the micro-level detail of the damages allows a reading of the city as an organic, mortally wounded but still alive body. The pain of the wounds seems even bigger because it is so diffuse, so extensive, and yet so precisely and clinically articulated: 'direct hit, direct hit in the roof, direct hit in the façade, roof damage, partly burnt, completely burnt down, completely destroyed' (Association of Architects DAS-SABIH Sarajevo, 1994) are the items in this legend of war.
What is this work then? How does it challenge architecture and how does it invest it with roles old and new? It is a document, a survey, an archive, a tour guide, a plan for reconstruction; or in itself a monument, a celebration, a book of mute and yet loud account. The description of the damages is written and mapped, and the loose leaf format of the dossier allows for the mapping of damages to be organized topographically, by damage, by style, by priority of reconstruction, by amount of damages, by degree of destruction, etc. This multi map is openly structured to be as heterogeneous and as pluralistic as the culture of Sarajevo itself. The meaning of the operation is, of course, political.
v This is also a project that chooses not to design. It does not offer sets of building instructions, it does not devise spatial arrangements. It organizes instead relations of times, and defines the silence as architectural pause.
How many efforts are required in order not to write -in order that, writing, I
not write, in spite of everything. … There is nothing negative in 'not to write'; it is intensity without mastery, without sovereignty, the obsessiveness of the utterly passive. (Blanchot, 1995, p 
1993-95. The project of the disaster (Wararchitecture)
Architecture and war are not incompatible.
Architecture is war. War is architecture.
I am at war with my time, with history, with all authority That resides in fixed and frightening forms. (Woods, 1993, p. 1) For American architect Lebbeus Woods, "Building is by its very nature an aggressive, even warlike act. … Buildings are objects that disrupt existing landscapes." (Woods, 1995, p. 50 Architecture's possibility of survival in a context of random destruction lies in its fluidity and adaptability -an architecture that operates by moves rather than rules: quick, shifty, adaptable and able to make do with the precarious conditions and materials it finds itself in. This implies a work that operates within the given, and is characterized not by the forms it produces but by the moves that generate it: different results, formal outcomes, regimes of ownership and occupations are determined by the specificity of the situation.
The architectural forms produced are always unpredictable, constantly changing, and always incorporating different times and durations (the sudden time of the explosion, the quick time of collapse, the slow or broken time of a makeshift construction). This design strategy seems to assimilate contemporary strategies of war, the urban raid and the guerrilla rather than the frontal array and confrontation of regular armies. This architecture incorporates war in its modus operandi, at the level of the single building as well as in the system of its interconnections. Wood's project is not only formal: its forms are the products of a strategy of occupation and connection, and correspond to a proposed new regime of ownership. What seems at first exclusively a figural provocation, proposes in fact a political and social strategy of survival that employs architecture without severing its representation from its urban and social role.
Woods' project embraces and inhabits the disaster as one of its tools, in a too easy and too obvious translation of its effects. Architecture here becomes the formal language for the concretion of the disaster, thus reducing any tension and stifling any possibility of change. Woods' projects 'write' the disaster too soon, too quickly, too literally, without constructing any distance from it. The forces of the disaster are frozen in the time (duration) and in the forms (building) of architecture, and the forces of architecture are subjected to the rules of a project whose finality is other from form making. In Woods'
proposals the disaster is literally allowed to 'write' in architectural form. Woods claims to withdraw authorship and let forms emerge for an 'architecture built as though it had never been drawn' (Woods, 1993, p. 36) , but his project operates in fact through a seductive representation that uses the architect's own signature graphics, rather than developing the proclaimed author-less process for dynamic design. The proposed images remain in fact a device for the application of a personal congenial language that embraces the disaster in order to express itself.
War and Architecture claims to propose a dynamic self-adjusting system that is not concerned with the formal but is conditioned and generated by its material possibilities, but this strategy finds expression in the frozen form of an aestheticized personal architectural language that refers to a personal imaginary (and imagery). 
1974-92. The violence of architecture (Fireworks and The Fall)
1. There is no architecture without action, no architecture without events, no architecture without program.
2. By extension, there is no architecture without violence. (Tschumi, 1994b, p. 121) In the 1970s, working from 'inside' architecture but appropriating themes developed in philosophy, film and semiotics, Bernard Tschumi's provocatively proposes his definition of the intrinsic violence of architecture, aimed to emphasize the dynamic aspect of architecture. Action, explosion, destruction, and violence become in Tschumi's work both goals and mediums for the expression of an architectural project that refuses to privilege space and includes the event. In his project architecture is the ground where objects and man confront each other in tension, each operating according to a different logic. Each intrusion of the human body in the established order of architecture violates and at the same time animates a construct that would otherwise remain inert, and as such would not be architecture, but only its image.
The violence on architecture that brings about its physical destruction is thus only the paroxystic manifestation of "the intensity of a relationship between individuals and their surrounding spaces" (Tschumi, 1994b, p. 122) . But this relationship is not so straightforward. The presence and the movement of bodies in space constitute already an architectural act, in which "bodies carve all sorts of new and unexpected spaces, through fluid or erratic motions" (Tschumi, 1994b, p. 123) . And while bodies produce disturbances in the architectural order, architecture inflicts control and restriction onto the body in motion, and is in itself "violence ritualized" (Tschumi, 1994b, p. 125 ) that freezes and repeatedly re-stages the relationships between action and space. Codified architecture solidifies this relationship in a procedural prescription of iterated acts.
Tschumi's own work in architecture aims to operate between the violence that is already embedded and codified in architecture, and the violence of the body that disrupts the order of architecture. By deprogramming, by introducing the unexpected, by breaking away from the ritual that architecture solidifies, Tschumi's interventions question the relation of architecture to life, inhabitation and movement. Unusual or misplaced actions in architecture release the energy that is frozen in this relationship, and challenge the codification of architecture and its representations, revealing the transgression that is always already at play in architecture.
What Tschumi defines "programmatic violence", far from being metaphoric, intervenes not only on the architectural representation but also on the material structures of architecture, and indeed on actual human bodies. This violence "encompasses those uses, actions, events, and programs which, by accident or by design, are specifically evil and destructive. Among them are killing, internment and torture, which become slaughterhouses, concentration camps or torture chambers" (Tschumi, 1994b, p. 134 ).
Tschumi does not seem to distinguish between accident and design of the violent act, and yet he concentrates mainly on actions that require not only an intentionality but also a project, a detailed strategy of implementation in space and time -a choreography.
The Fireworks manifesto of 1974 (Tschumi, 1979, 4-5) in which Tschumi states that architecture should be built and burned just for pleasure, dissolves the solidity and permanence of architecture in an ephemeral choreography for a designed violent release of energy. Architecture is no longer a restrictive container or a constrictive frame for the event, but the designed event itself, and the energy released by architecture is translated and choreographed in a system of spatio-temporal organizations (the explosion of the fireworks) that are anticipated (designed) by a script and a set of drawings and notations. Transcripts "the idea of order is constantly questioned, challenged, pushed to the edge". (Tschumi, 1989, p. 176) The Transcripts use extreme programs (homicide) and violent actions that exceed the common notion of 'function' to separate it from both the architectural form and from social conventions. The four projects of the series dissect and explode the architectural discipline and the given orders of the city, in a crescendo that focuses on its in-between spaces, borders and limits. The Park, The Street, The Tower, and The Block become stages and participants for, respectively, a murder, a chase, a suicide, and a disruption of institutionalized structures.
The Block sets in motion five inner courtyards of a Manhattan block with a series of contradictory events and spaces -'programmatic impossibilities' that progressively transgress and eventually explode their architectural spaces. The Tower (The Fall) offers a reading by "intrusion" in the vertical layering of the Manhattan skyscraper, performed through the fatal fall of an "inmate" through the tower's vertical stack of self-same cells.
The fall of the body produces an altered perception of the spaces and defies their distinction determined by use (home, office, prison, asylum), and while the tower is represented by conventional architectural sections, the movement of the falling body 'reads' them as a filmic vertical sequence of intruded horizontal layers (floors).
The Transcripts question the discipline from within, while proposing references and transdisciplinary openings for a redefinition of architecture. They constitute a moment of critical re-elaboration from which Tschumi will take his projects out of the printed page and the gallery and into the physical city. The Transcripts remain a theoretical architectural provocation, but they are also 'placed' in Manhattan, and use the repetitions and superpositions, but also the exceptions and conflicts, contained in its orthogonal grid.
Manhattan offers also a negotiable intertext, in which urban structure and forms are already ruthlessly determined by forces external to architecture. Michael Sorkin has observed that the commemoration of the events of 9/11 introduces the need for measurement, that "the process of recovery would involve repeated mapping of the meanings not just of the site but of the very idea of site … [of] fires still burning, the precise location of wreckage, the fallout of debris, the location of remains". (Sorkin, 2003, pp. 8-9 ) Even more morbidly, these measurements could include the mapping of all the bodies and body parts found on the site. (Libeskind, 2004, p. 50 
) But this is not what
De Boeck is interested in. The measurement produced here is not that of the aftermath but that of the event itself. The exploded perspective view -or "afterview" (Davidts, 2005, p. Architecture is called upon to implement the grand vision of the city with a design response to the project of the disaster. The piece proclaims: "Now is the time for New
York to express its ambition through architecture and reclaim its place as a visionary city." (Muschamp, 2002, 45) . The master plan proposes a general urban strategy encompassing a large area around Ground Zero as a collective project whose Imperiale, Libeskind's project discovers a social and political dimension of architecture that goes beyond the scale of the city or the metropolis (Imperiale, 2003, 39-43) . The issues at stake in the project, its scale and social dimension, are global and internationally mediated rather that local, and architecture, rather than focusing on a static and representational form, can be deployed as a strategy -a trigger. The strength of this project then does not reside in its rhetorical image, nor in its questionable public relations backing, but in the possibility to read it as a "political agent" that does not produce form but "the promise of form". "The scheme could be phased over many years and never fully completed. This in itself could be read as a subversive political act -architect as unbuilder." (Imperiale, 2003, 43) The pre-formal political agency that Imperiale identifies as a possibility of the master plan remains, in Libeskind's project, mostly accidental.
Certainly the most direct and immediate effect produced by 9/11 on architecture was that it exploded the crisis of the skyscraper and started a process of revision of its typology and structure. But even in this respect the focus of Libeskind's proposal remains the formal definition of the architectural object, and its iconic presence in the city.
Beyond the immediate reactions that echoed or traced the writing produced by the disaster, the discipline of architecture has still to critically respond to 9/11. What remains to be called for is a new task for architecture, and this could perhaps be the definition of its silence. Far from the silencing of critical architecture produced by Libeskind's cacophony, and from the pornographic awe for the debris and the twisted metal expressed by some during the aftermath of the disaster, xv architecture can propose a different kind of silence. Silence as architectural design and planning response and as a "promise of form"
can be conceived and articulated.
Michael Sorkin attempted to do this in the two years that followed 9/11, developing his reaction to the disaster in architecture through a series of writings and projects (Sorkin, 2003) . The projects went formally in full circle, but remained conceptually and critically consistent, as did his writings in support of a social and political engagement that would not concentrate exclusively on the immediate physical site of the disaster. Michael Sorkin Studio's early design proposals ranged from a comprehensive redistribution and redevelopment plan for Lower Manhattan (November 2001), to a series of projects for the World Trade Center site that gradually dissolve the architectural form -from a protective berm around the craters, to a huge geodesic dome, to its opening up into a group of torqued towers, to their disappearance -as a critical act that remained firmly based on design, but focused more and more on the devising of strategies rather than on the definition of closed forms. In the end the Back to Zero project (April 2003) returned the site to the city as an open public park that paid tribute to a series of European urban squares but operated like that "synthetic Arcadian Carpet" (Koolhaas, 1994, p. 23 ) that is Manhattan's Central Park.
Ground Zero in its voided condition belongs to a family of great spaces in both its scale and proportion. … there can be no stronger repository of meaning than the space of its void. Grandeur, dignity, and universal access best mark both tragedy and renewal. Nothing need be built there. (Sorkin, 2003, p. 137) This is no symbolical defeatist gesture in which the project renounces design.
Responding to an architecture that has rushed a reaction of reconstruction and verticalism to the disaster and has left unanswered its many questions, Sorkin proposes an architecture that can be formally silent but socially relevant. "Build nothing" is not "do nothing", and it addresses the political agency of an architecture that aims to be globally and internationally effective beyond its formal resolution.
Perhaps this is the site for reimagining architecture, not from the position of either power or paranoia but from a sense of humanity and compassion. Perhaps … this is a site not to be rebuilt. … Perhaps this is a scar that should simply be left. Perhaps the billions should be spent improving transportation and building in neglected parts of the city [and] of the world. (Sorkin, 2003, p. 23) Architecture is yet to fully explore its possible "writing" of the disaster and its response to it. Sorkin's Back to Zero project called for an architectural silence capable of (re)appropriating the terrorists' symbolic appropriation of architectural space. Proposing architecture as a practice of social collective engagement, the project spoke up against the U.S. imperialism that (indirectly) had enabled that symbolic appropriation. Sorkin's "silent" project for Ground Zero would have been a constant reminder of the ghost presence of the event -not as a celebration of the ruin, but as a form of collective (public) re-use. The incongruous presence of its giant inexplicable, unprofitable void would have spoken of its exceptionality through its silence.
